ERIC

Aruitex: provided by Eric

[



DOCUMEN? RESUNE

-~

ED 150 703 Do * . . ‘ " EA 010 3314 <§ .
AUTHOR ‘ Tuckman, . Bruce W.}.Libonate,, George A. '
TITLE A Study.of the Dereglonaalzaglon of a ngh School * | B
. - District. °
PUB DATE 27 Mar 78
NOTE T 16p.; Paper presented at "the Annual Meeting of the
. American Educational Research Assotiation (Toronto, . -

\eﬁiarlo, March 27 -31, 1978)

[4

EDRS PRICE MP-$0.83 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage. -
DESCRIPTORS *Administrative Organization; Costs; Fducational .
. Needs; Elementary Secondary Education; Instructional s

Programs; *Regional Cooperation; Regional Prograas;
*Region;l Schools; *Resource Allocations; School

‘ Districts; *School Systems; *Senior High Schools;
State Legislation
IDENTIRIERS *New Jersey ., ' , ‘ . .
ABSTRACT S - .

In past decades communities reglonallzed their high
school dlstrlcts to overconme 51zefllm1tat10ns. Now, conmunlty growth,
changes in property values, and concern with self-governanca have
prbmpted interest in deregionalization. This is the study of a
constituent community's desire to withdraw from a° regional district.
The study has four purposes--to assess the comparatlve distribution
of 2ducational resources among tlhe three high schcols in the regional
district; to. determine the relationship between the present status; of
educational resources and a desirable.level irdicated by the needs of
the students of the study dlétglct .tp examine  the extent to which
the present methods of governance have been. sensitive to the study
district's needs; and to assess current cost and the projected cost
level under the proposed deregionalization plan to ascéertaind the
cost-effectiveness of withdrawing from the regional dlctrlct.
Pindings indicate that the ccamunity's high school is’'receiving less +*
than an equitable share of rfesources; that district governance and
community noncooperation will ‘not allow this situation to be
rectified; and that deregionalized school operation need not’
nece551tate additional costs. (Author/IRT)

ok kR *‘**t*** *****t****t***********t***t** ************‘t***t*"*********

* *Reproductlous supplied by EDRS are the best that can be lade *
LR from the original document. x ~ .
tttttt*tt**ttttttttttt#t&*ttt**tt*ttttt*ttdtttttt*ttttt*ttttttttttttttt ‘

. ’




-

¥ g

ED15070

s

A M0 334

E

L

A

A Study of the Deregionalization of a High School District*
Bruce W. Tuclmman and George A. Libonate s

7oA regional school district represents an attempt by‘a two or more

Rutgers University . : ~
‘ $ , .

»

rmunicipalities to pool their educatiofal efforts and resources to produce

a more efficient school system. When nelther community is large enough to ‘.
support or fill its own schools, as was true in many rural areas of New

Jersey in the two decades following, the second wdrld war, reglonalization
represented an optienal strategy, particularly at the high school level,

and limited purpose regional districts proliferated.

Many 6ﬁ the State's rural farming areas are now beconing suburbanized
_ with the increasing encroachment of highways, housing developments and »
shopping centersy The differential growth of adjacent commmnitiés has

ome the rule rather than the exception based on different zoning laws,
and interests and the¢ placement of roads. Differential growth places

increasing strain on regional districts since taxpayers find themselves
in the position of having to increasingly contribute to the expense of
educating students in communities other than their gwn. Today, in a tight °
money market characterized by cutbacks and "belt tirhtening," many regional
districts are finding it impossible to gain the support they need from -
their constituencies to grow im accord with the differential growth’rates

of ‘their sending-districts.

1

The case we are about to docugent in detail represente the first °
attempt- in the Ctate for a sending district to withdraw from a regional
diktrict, and, .in so withdrawing, to take one of the district's three

high schools with it.

Theedistrict choosing to withdraw and convert 4ts

present K-8 district to a K-12 district,, is one-of five communities o
comprising the Reglonal. High Schoel District. Moreover, Sending District,
. as we.shall er to 1t hereafter, 1s by far the fastest growing of the

five municipalities.

by one-third.in the ne

It's high school bopulation is projected- to increase
xt five years while the remaining commnities \

expect gains or losses of between # 10% in high school populations. As ,
" its current high school student body (students in what;we,shall refer to
as Sending District's"High School) has exganded to overcrowd its hullding
t

(relative to Reglonal Highs #2 and #3),

e taxpayers in the other

municipalities have repeatedly voted down bond'is§ués aimed at expanding
the bullding. Faced with the prospect of a reduction in educational
quality based on insufficient facilities, Sending Disﬁﬁict undertook steps

to withdraw from the Regional High School District..

eayly step was to

sponsor this study in an attempt to documgnt the educatia opportungties
(or their lack) available to its high schgol students wit the Regldnal

District.
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* paper read at ‘annual meeting of American Educational Research
Associattron, Toronto, Ontario, Caqua, March, 1978.
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" ' Purfos»

< . e . . . N .
* The purposes of the study were as follows: .
, ' / , .

1) »to assess the comparative deployment or distribution of educational
resources among the three high schools in the regional district to
determine relative egualities and_inequalities, that i, to see if
Sending District's High School was receiving an equal share;

2) to determine the relationship between present.status of educational

. resources and a desirable’ level indicated by the meeds of students of
” Sending District; . .. o

3). to examine the extent to which the.present method of governance has
. been sensitive to Sending Distrdct's needs; / . .

\
L) to assess current costs and projected costs levels under the proposed
dergrionalization plan to ascertaim the cost effectiveness of)githdrawing
from the regional district.
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The Sending District

-

. i
In tre rid 1350's, Cending District was a larpe rural area without
sufficient resources and pupil pepulation to support its own hirh school.
Urable to find enough room for its high school pupils in the surrounding
cormunities, Sending District entered into a limited purpose rerional high
school relationship with six surrounding municipalifies. In 1958, .when
the resional district was first forred there were a50 Sendify District
high school students. The number of high school pupils has teadily -

increased to over 1,100 pupils in 1977-78 and is projected to)increase to
» Over 1,600 by 1981-R2. -

‘ Seng&ngrDistrict ts one of the fastcst\giowing communities in the
State. The Tewnship's 31.6 square miles 1s‘still mostly underdeveloped .
and presently supports a population of 17,223 with 3,378'¥-8 pupils en-
rolled in') elementary and ome middle school. Traversed by two newly
completed super highways, the Towhships.populatiorLgs expected to prow
- . to almost 42,000 by the early 198n's. - A

o
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</ T The Law , .. .

I

] »

In the 19950's, limited.purpose rehional school districts were a
viable managerent and organizational unit. Jovever, by the mid 1970's,
many of the circumstanc¥® that hat originally prompted this form of g#hool
organization no longer existed. In 1974, then Asserblyman, Morton Salkind,

Pistrict IT, Menfouth County, lew Jersey,- introduced (Bill A-825) an’ act . :
authorizing and providing a procedure for cormunities to withdraw from a , '
limited purpose'regional school district. At the thye"Assembly Bill tlumber . .- '
#8285 was approved in March 1976, there weré 67 limited puypose reglonal
school districts in Hew Jersey. ’

. \ In eff@ct; the new law affonded constituent districts in a limited -
purpose regionzl district a procedure for deregfonalization. This procedure
reguires: . ‘ ' : -

1) An arplieation Ey the withdraving dictrict to the county “uperintendent

\ to rmake an investiration as to th advisability of withdrawal.
. \ : ' T .
. 2)" The county Cuperintendent must file a report containing infermation in
order to form judgments concerning the advisability of such withdrawal.

- 3) A petition on the part of a withdrawing constituent district must be gent .
to the Corrssioner to submit the issue to the legal vcters of all the ,
. const{tuegyf districts. o N ’ o

. »
4) An answer on behalf of the mmnigipalities and remainiﬂgﬁhonstitucnt

districts mst be Witq_gssird to the wi}hdrawing distric@‘sﬁpetition. .

"5) The Copmissioner of Edugation rust submit the petition and answers to a\
board of review to determine if the petition should beggranted, the:
“amount of assumed indebtedness, and to decide to schedule and hold a '
publit hearing based on the effect of the proposed withdrawal upon the.
educational and financial condition of the withdrawihg and remaining

districts. } . . ’ . ’ !

. N \e

Consent to schedule and hold a public hearing and referendum is to -

be granted by the Commissioner of'Education tnless: ..
L] : 4 7 . , e '
1) there is an excessive debt burden ypon‘thg remaining or withdrawing = - - A
district) . . . .
«© . . T .
2) an efficient school system could not be maintained in the rémaining v . -

districti‘or'thé withdrawing districts without excess costs;
3). insufficient pupils would be left in the remaining districts to main-
tain a properly graded school system; or, .
. ; . ol

. A ’ = : )
A ) other reason, which 1fg may deem to be sufficient. T
. A . L . ) . ’ .
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The’ validity of the withdrawing petition restsprimarily 35 the N
predictiontof efficient school management units after withdrawal. Overall,
there 1s little definitive research on what constitutes anefficient school .
» management unit. The most complete and detailed study of school district . e
efficiency in.refation to- school district scope and size was prepared.by
. the "Cormittee to Study The llext Steps of Regionalization and Consolidation
in the School Districts of New Jersey." The Report, also known as the
Maneuso Report, was published iﬁ_ﬂ969 and makes the following relevant

recommendations: ) . Xy <. N
L3 - z
) School disfricts in New Jersey should be organized on a K-12 ahd \
eventually an N-12 basis to provide a comprehensive, quality education -
> *.for all pupils. N - . ' -

2) Corstituent districts of regioné}s or districts with sending - re- (
ceiving relationship skould be reorganizedas K-22 districts. ./

3) The comprehgnsivé ¥-12 district should have a minimum enrollment of
3,500 pupils® ' .

4) Each newly created ¥K~12 district should reflect, as nearly as -

N practicable; the natural geographic, social and economic corrrrmnity.l

N . * . . . N
5) Legiclation chould be enacted to permit the dissolutiof of qxistjng.»; .
. limited rerional schenl districts. .
N ! B
f

. | . "

’ . ) ‘ I)
5 . | Methodology | ' co

oy Methodology involved the collection and analysis of data obfained
. from official school records. One aspect in the analysis-of this‘data
»involved the comparative ceployment and distribution of educational ‘
, « resources among the three higb‘schools\in the regional districts.. " :
Specifically, this involved a comparatidye examination of the following
' - - lndieators of* educhtional resource: ‘ : ’

ﬁ)' & comparison of selected personnel variables among the three high
‘ . schools including the average years of administrator's,guidance staff.,
-and teacher's "in-district" éxperience, the average years of total
-/ teaching experfence, ‘the average number of credits of teacher's

« training beyond certification, and the average number;j of pupils per
*  teacther (see Table 1 ); ‘ . :
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. Methodology (continued)f_ o N ’
7 T :

-

. ‘. . Y
2) a comparison of facility use among the three high schools including
the average number of students per rcom per period, the number of
~periods each room is in use' each day, and the number of periods

per day each room's capacity exceeds the State's recommended level
(see Table 2); ¥ ’ )

3). a dorparison of selecteq program variables among the thpée high schools
Including the nurber of courses lisfed, the number of course$1offered,
in 1976—27, the averare weekly student contaet hours 4n the practical -
arts and physical education, and student participation in inter- -
scholastic athletic and non-athletic exfracurricular acitivities
(see .Table 3);

R 4 ’ -

4) a corparison of tnstructional équipment among; the three high schools - o
in selected curriculum areas including physical education, business -

education and audio-visual apparatus (see Table U);

-

©) a corparison of per puﬁil budpet allocations for instructional programs _

arong the three high schools including materials and capital cutlay

for '1976-77 and 1977-78 school year (see Table 5). :

s > q . 1}
In addition, ‘the methodology for this study included an analysis of

the needs of the students arons the three hirh schools and examination
of the extent tc which the regional form of governance has been sensitive
to Sending District's needs. Specifically, this involved an.examination o 3
of the following indicators of reed: . ‘ {

1) . a compaf™son of test and performance characteristics among the three
high schools including Uth, 7th and 10th grade readihg and mathematics
scores, the average SAT verbal and mathematics scores, and the number |
of pupils applying to 2 and U year eolleges for the 1976-77 school
year (see Table 6); )

2) rank-order correlations between goal rankings by student » community
and staff in Sending District and the three regional hlglr schools
(5ee Table 7); S o ‘ L "
. ’ '. i . B \ . ) '.'-

3) the ratio of support for nine referenda by community (see Table E}); ’ )

" . . . »

. -Finally, the methodology for ‘this study iﬁcluded an analysis of the .
current costs under ﬁegiénalization and projected c¢dsts.under deregionalization
in order’'to assess cost.effectiveness of withdrawing from the regional,

district (see Table 9). . : .

.
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P Results

Y1) Serding Dlstrlct’s High School has the least experienced teaching persqrnel
“both in terms of local district service-and total teaching experierce;
R T moreover, Senging District's tedehers ‘having the least amount of advanced
; . traiming, aie reqguired to teach the largest classes in. the Reg;;onal.Dmétmotr
 Tending District'S Migh Schosl also has the least experienced admiristrafors

*and s supervisory personnel compared’ to either Reglonal ngh School - #2 or
#3 (oec Table 1)

«

/

2) oendlng District's Hirh xchool bullding fa#pility, apart from its penerally
recognized design deficierncies,* is clearly the mdst Reavily used and
| overused of the three bulldings

Instructioan rooms are in use an averago of 87% of the school day(compared
v~ ,to 757 for Pepional High School #2 and 69% for Regional High School #2) with
ona—+hir4 of its.roorms in use iOO” of the. school day. This exceeds the

Ctate ruddeline cf 0% maximum use and creates cerious problers for
fTGflhlll“v of*scheduling. The building is béyond its comfortable and
reasorable use limit and rust be, expanded to rmeet current, and expected .
educational needs. (See Table 2)- ~

~ ™
3) a. the prog:en;offerings in the three high schogls 4re SLleaT Regional.
High #3's pregran? is clearly the most diversified while Reg;onal #2's
arrears strongest in non-academic areas. Sendine District's lack the
distinction ©f being cither most varied or most corplete in either
academic or non—academic areas. (See Table 3)

- " b. TA co-curricular antivitiec, Regional lirh #3 has the greatest per-
centare of student participation with <pndlnr Dictrict's in the
mld ile and Fegional #2 lowest. N

c. Curionsly, Cending District's students pet one hour a week less in
home econcmics and industrial arts instruction and 18 minutesa week

~ less of gym. Presupably, this cutting back in instructional time
: . is, based on limited. facilities. ’. 7

by Tre diotribution of physical education, business educatlon and audio-visual
equipment among the three high schools as evidenced in their teacher
inventories shows that (1) Sending bistrict's High, without any gymnastlgs
equipment 15 a poor third in physical education; (2) Sending District's is
second to Demonal #2 in husiness education but its number of electric
typewriters, 2€, is no greater than that of Repional #3 and only about a
fourth that of Reglonal #2;. (3) Sending Distprict's has the most audio-
 visual equipment if pPOJoctor screen$ are included; without their 31 ocreens,
Sending District's drops to second. Herwce, uending District's High, over-
all, seers to be behind the dther two schools in these equipment areas. -
(See Tahle 4) o , ///} . ‘

-

* Vle'did not atterpt to describe Lthis deficiency in detail as this was well
documented in The Ccrmission on Secondary Schools-Middle States Association
of Colleges and Secondary Schools Report of April 9, 1976

=
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5)

6)

7)

. . v
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" Results (cqntinued) '

: < .

<hile last'year's combined operating anH capital budret outlays per’student

for instruction were roughly comparablé among the three high Schools{with

" Reglonal #2's being somewhat lower), this year's budget shows a decided

alteration with Regional #2's budget poing up 12%(to compensate partly for

this year) Reglonal #3's is going down by 13% and Sending District's

going'dorm by 28%. Sending District's resulting budget will be 14% lower
than Repional #2's=and 207 lower than Regional #3's.- Sending District's

‘Hgh will be getting the lo&esg share of the three schools. (See Table 5.)

| . .
As reflected on a variety of test rmeasures, Regional High #3's student§
and Regional High #2's students gre different in capability and need from
thos® of Sending Digtrict's High. #3's students score about 97 hifher and
#2's students 7% higher than Sendings District's students on tests and both
are rore 4-year college oriented and less 2-yecar collere oriented than « =
Ssending District's., OSimilarly, differences are found in the sending districts,
except Cending District's scores exceed those of the districts sending to
Rerional #2 when the latter are combined. Why these differences reverse
$hemselves at the’ hich schcol level may be reflection of Sending District's
secondary program. (See Table 6.) ' ) . .
. » .
Educational (T&E) roal rankings by the three high schools are highly similar,
more sirilar to one another than any of the three are to Sending District-
reflecting perhaps a basic difference between elementary level and secondary
level concerms. The only areas where the three hich *schools depart are those

. relating to jobs where ranking by community members for Sending District's

High tend to be higher than for the other two high school§.(See Table 7.)

N : hd A : ! . M

a. Sending District has-had g high level of direct participatory governance;
their rate of referendum gupport for the reglonal district's building
program has been 67%. This is the hifhest support rate among the . .
constituent districts. Although the Sending District commnity has .
shown a wlllingness to support a quality school program,this support
has often been nullified by the lack of support by the other four
communities. (See Table 8.). ) . ,

. i A - ' .

b. " ¥hile the Sending District community is represented by three members on .
the ReglonalqBoard of Education,.a high turnover and absentee rate has
resulted in a lack of continuity and effective representative governance.

An analysis of current and prajected operational costs shows that.a K-12
district organization would result in considerable cost savings.in the areas

of transportation and asministration over curkent regional district costs. ‘
The indeterminate area is in professional salaries where the costs are a
function of the salary schedule adopted. Using the K-8 district salary
schedule- would result In a substantial savings; using the regional district -
gulde would lead, to higher costs. ‘There is a point ‘in the middle where

costs would remain the same. (See Table 9.) )

-

.
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Lo ‘ Concdugions .
R T T . '(

1) Education in a K-12 district has the pétenﬁial to be Yore,comprehensive
and coordinated and to more likely mett the needs of its student poQulation
than education in a district, like a regionalized oney which frragment’ the
school years. o \ .

The conclusion is drawn from_an extensive repert prepared in 1969 for the
\. " New Jersey State Department of Education. Followlng an examination of ed-
' tcation in the State and Nation, Mrs. Ruth MancuSo and her committee came,,
to the above conclusion and strongly urged the Stafe to pass legislation
to facilitate de-regionalization. °(It was ‘subsequently passed.) The K-12
organizational Ziiangement was found to be the most likely, of.all | Qﬁgﬁ
organizational angements, to foster educatignal excellerice. .
. ‘ e -
2) Considering personnel, facilities, programs, equipment and budget allocations-
all of which represent thesdistribution of resources in the Regional School
District- fending Distr™et's Hirh School is at a decided disadvantage. /
Of the fhree high schools, Sending District's High School has the least
experienceq teaching, administrative and services staff, with the least
¢ amoynt of Advanced training, the most overused classrooms, shops and labs,
the least/diwerse curniculum offerings, the least equipment, and the lowest -
per stydeént instruction budget fof the -coming year. Why and how this
situation developed and who is responsible for it are questiong that can
only be partially,answered in terms of District goyernance. In point of ,
fact, the District, repardless or in spite of its intentions, has not enabled
Sending District'y High School to meet the needs of its studemts. The data p]
rresented in this report strongly support the,conclus}on that Sending
District's High Schoo% has been placed in a clearly unfavorable position.
3) The student bodies of the three hight schools differ-in educationally-
important ways. These differences have not been clearly responded to in
the management of. the District. . ' . ‘
Cending District's student body has a more vocational and «practical oriecn- 'Y
tation than students  in the other two high schools yet the needs of Sending
District's students have not produced an educaggonal orientation desipgned to
meetythem. Conditions of crowding and building desifn and utilization may
be partly recponsible but limited offerings and equipment may reflett a
lack of sensitivity to differing studefit needs. The District is primarily
! oriented toward prtparing students for U-year college in all three high

schools although this is not the primary need among the Sending District's .
student population. . } .

AN
4) Based oH‘Board.membership turyover and absentee rate and the unwillingness
- -—— - off the communities to support. one another, Sending District cannot effectively
. control the quality of education.for its own high school pupils.
- Sending District is sorely in need of additional high school facilities but-
does not seem likely to gejghem sirfe the District functions neither in an
-~ effective contiguous manner-that is, dealing equitably with total distritct
N needs-nor in an effective decentralized manner-that is, ®ach community having

effective representation. Because of high turnover and absenteeism, the .~
: Board cannot truly reppesent the needs of each commnity and negotiate to make.
. . ./
: ~_ . i
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Ponclusions {continued) ‘
Fa .

7
-

decisions as a confederation of districts. Because of an apparent un-
willingness of commmnities to cortribute financially to ene another's
. heeds, the ‘Boardrcannot-make the moves” required to provide Sending District:

ith effective education. Hence, the ‘limited regionalization approach has .~ °
placed the participating commnities, particularly Sending District at this
point, In a "Catch-22" position of not being able to meet its educational
needs while these needs continue to visibly grow. -The regional district
administration, aware of these needs, is not able to make sufficient moves

. to meet them primarily becapse of the governance mechanisms described
above. . .

g ; = . \
5) . It is possible to operate the K-12 district if formed in Sending District

at (equal or) reduced costs to the taxpayer from those entailed by a

separation of elementary and secondary education facilities. .

/7 A K-12 district would yield a savings in“the (1) cost of transpbr’ting students
to and from school (based on double bus rums) and (2) cost of administration .
((based on fewer central. office staff members) than the regior®lized approach.
As for salaries, costs will go up or down depending on the salary guide that
the K12 district adopted. Even if additional salary costs occur, that would
be counterbalanced by savings in the otherr two areas. If professional -
salary c~'ts ¢o down-or stay the sare, the net result 'wiltl be a'savings to the
taxpayer. - { .

hs

. L]
o

. - Recommendations f ' e
~ 7/

1) Sending District should withdraw from the .Regional $chool District.
Conclusions indicate that resource distribution among the three high schools
is not equitable and goversance procedures make it unlikely that these .
differences can be.resolved and Sending District's needs met within the ‘-
refional district. The greater likelihood for a building program and more
resources for Sending District's students is in a commnity-based and run
K-12 district. \ ) - ’ i

2) Upon withdrawal, Sending District should make immediate plans to expand

© or enlarge upon the secondary school facilities. )

Sending District's-High School facility has exceeded its educationally
sound limit of enrollment. The highest priority nust be the immediate
acquisition of additional instructtemal space to.keep fram having farther

’ , pr"ogram,, schedule and service limitations. ' ~ ’ '

3) %s teaching and administrative positidns become available in the high school,
Sending District's Board should seek candidates with exp?rience and ad-
vanced training. ) v L

-~ The current hipgh school staff 18 relatively inexperienced (science being a
particular case in point). This situation is compounded by the lack of

N experience in leadership and supervisory positions. _As vacancies occur,

more experiericed people-should be sought. ’

RIC R 3




; Fecommendatiops (eontimed)
K
.- - , . .

‘ ]
4) Sending District's Poard should atterpt to create conditions that will _
minimize thé tendency for more experleaced teachers to leave the high school
. . and stay wish the reglonak district after the withdrawal. : S )
. " The "bumping' phenomenon will be influenced by salary schedules, conditions )
of employment and levels ‘of uncertainty and anxiety. To retain those teachexrs
who have-the seniority totleave, Sending District's Board must act quickl
upon resolution of the withdrawal request to present to the_ staff of Sending
District's High School a set of conditions that will be acceptable ard
- attractive to both the commnity and the stgff. ’

5) Other than to expand instructional time in currept related ‘arts and physicdl
"education areas, the program of insigguction at Sending Districtjs HBigh should
not be changed until (1) the facilities- problem has been rectified and (2)

the new Board has had sufficient time to study an& understand secondary
school needs. . : :

Ultimately, towever, it would be desirable for‘the program of studies®at !
sending District's High to more' closely fit Lhe needs of the studemt: body
~than is currently the case. - B -

€) The Sendihg.District's Board of Fducation should institute a standard district
. wide 'and centralizec procedure to assess the current status of equipment
" . and supply inventories. . ) ‘ '
4 It has been difficylt to-assess *he current status, condition; and use of «
instructional equipment-and supplies in Sending District's High School be-
. cause therc 1s.a lack of continuity in the record keeping procedure based on
a neri-standardi%ed fornaty  This happens because the. accountability for
. acsirmend euqipmezt and the records relidting to the quantity and gnality of
the equipment ic deleggted to several individuals who often uce varicus
3clf-designed fortis.  In adgition, there were no supply records available -
, for either & centtal location oryindividual rqoms. ’

@

&,

7} Inonegotiating & new salary guide for teathers I a K-12 distriet, the |
" Sending District's Board should seek a level-between the 9-12 salary guide
and K-8 salaré gulde where, given a mdkifmm of bumping, the net costs ’for
salaries in the combined K-12 .distriét will be the same as for the two
districts separately. oo
In order for a saving in ope#ational costs to occur, salary costs smust not
increase substantially.s AcBepting the regional district's salary pguide
would result in a substantial increase in costs at the K-8 level (since all
teachers in a district operates on the pane guide). Therefore, a Board would
, do well to try for'a compromise between the two guides such that net costs
for salaries would remain the same. Then, othér areas of saving (i.e., .
transpbrtation, adrinistration) would yield overall net reduction in costs.
L A 1 \
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On December 6, IH7; Sending Distgict-and the Districts compriging °
the Regional High Schood Disthict voted overwheélmingly to deregionalize.

Sending Disfirict's' vetéws votktl 1,595 to 260 in favor of deregionalization; -

voters in th¢ commnities sending to Reglonal High #2 voted 636 to 71 in
favor; voters"im. gq@mgit-j,egﬁ’saldjﬂg to [Regional High #3 voted 940 to 17
in favor. . The resultsehablés Sending Districtuto become a F-12 district
with the addition of Seri®ing District's lHigh School. Regional District .

contihues as a two high school district with three sending communities.

Prior to the vote innun.er'ablie pubTiemestings we?e Beld in all the .
sending communities.. Regional's Board endorsed deregionalization and
Rerional's superintendent rerained stauchly neutnal. Sending District's
superintendent played a strong advocacy role as did Sending -Districtts®
Board. Audits conducted for both Boards showed.that - taxpaycrs would R
profit handsomely by deragionalization. . Whether, in fact, Cending District
can operate its. ovrhipgh school less expensively than did Repional®will
depend on numerous factors such as the salary puide ultimately adopted
and the cost of a new building program promised by Sending Distridt's

-superinténdent .. Sending Ditgict will soon be in control of its own high
school edudcation. Whether‘th$ can fulfill tle promise- of its irprovament,

only time will tell. N , Sv
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e ) Table 1 '
A
_A (‘omparlson of Administr or's and* Tea her's Backgrounds in Regional

. D1stri 's ’I’hree High Schools

-

3

_‘;"7 - . . A o L d
- o Sendihg’ District's . Regiopal ;Reg'gional
) High +. [ High#2 . High #3
Average years oi‘ Admlnlstr'ator s - 3.1 ' 5.9 . 6.3 s
Experience o .
Average years of,Guidance Staff 6.8
. Experience b .
-Average years of. 1eacher s Exper'lence ' - 6, /6
in District . ’ , R
. o . Y
Average years of Teacher S Total 7.6, / 10.6 '9,8
- Experlence . . ' :
Average Credits of Teacher's - . 17.3. 249 26.1 -
Training Beyond Certification . e . 2 : :
Average Mumber of Pupils per. Teacher 2.1~ , S 210 20.8 -
e - Table 2 & . . .
,,‘,} - . ( . ‘ .

”

A Conparisch of'F_aci'lity Use in Regiorial Distriet's ﬂgee High Schools

R . S .
‘ q. Sendir;g'District's Regional Regiional
' - ' High . . . High #2 +  High #3
¢ o » . ) ¢ " . . i
~ l . v ’ , //_' .—.f) *
" Actual Capacity S T 21.5 : 21.37%", 19.5
Y. - . 2 x ' . )
Room Utilization Rate .87 .69 - .75
. e 3 ‘ 2 . ) . .
_Room ‘Ovdrutilization Rate’ o FE- 33% | ) 27% -

f 4 . .
[ . ‘ .

L8

1 Avergge number of students per r'oor;i per period used. ‘
2 Nu_r’r;ber"of'per'iods room 1s used_divided by number of dailye«periods.

3 "Percent of periods of ropm use where: number of students in room exceeds the
+ number recommerided by the State per square foot.” - CoN

*
- v -~ -
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Table 3 :
- - A'Comparison of Prpgfam Offeringshin Régional District's Three High Schools
. g . A .
- 7" ‘ * - ‘ . )
, . , oo Sending District's  Regional  Regional
) D High School High #2 High #3
Number' of Courses Listed L . 183 - .t 178 219 .
Number of Courses'Offeped . 86 - 105 - 88
Weekly contact hours in lome - 2% hrs, 3% hrs. 3% hrs.
&mmMcd&}h&&U@@,&%s ”
Weekly contact hours in Physical * 2% hrs. 24/5 hrs. 2L/5 hrs.
, Education 4 -
- -
Ratio of Studemts Participating in - . :
Interscholastic Athletics & Total T.55 o 57
Student Enrollment ( ‘ '
Ratio of Students Participating in ° - ~ ' ' /
Extra-curricular Activities & Total .52 .32 .76

1 ' &y

Student EnroTirént

N TN | Table U4 o ‘
A Comparison of the {lumber of Pieces of Equipment. in Selected Areas 1in A
. Regional District's Three High Schools ' B
r—s -
- " ‘ N ? , '
‘ iq;‘f : : © Sending District's Regiponal Regional
[t High School ‘ Hidif #2 High #3 .
Physical Education 23 . 80 107
- 4 o < 2
Business Education 8 187 L6
Electric Typewriters 26 98 . 26
* Audio-visukl* 155 120 1170
e Exclﬁding wall projector screens..

14 SR

L S ) N \ -




Table 5 -

LI

A Compariéon of Per Pupil Budget Alldéiations for .Insfructional Progrmm&*v

(Exclgsive'of Salaries) in Regional District's Three High Schools

-

¢.
A

. ¥ . . "' Sending District's  Reglonal,  Reglomal
High School High #2  High #3 .-
e &*
- ‘_ ' ’
) 1976-77 Materials, etc. ~ o $273.78 $325.29
i 1976-77 Capital Outlay . ° .} 6.25 $ 72.25
1976-77 Total $280.00 N $397.54
" 197778 Materials, etc., , $310.54 © $33U.91 <
1977-78 Capital Outlay . $ "9.U2 $ 9.10°
. ’ -0 » | .~ ‘
1977-78 Totl .. $319.96 $3u4.01
. N ' B ,
. -y n - —
- | -Table- b -~ -
A Comparisoﬁ'of Test and Performance CharactérisQ}CSuof Regioﬁul District's -
Three Iigh Schools
, L e .
‘ ’ - . () M
) ”/ ‘ -
' Sending District's  Regional * Regional ;
" Hlgh School High #2 High #3°
~ ~ ‘ L b
Uth Grade Reading & Math Scores * - 9l.1 - L 88.7 96.9 g
For Sending District's . ¢ '
7th Grade Reading & Math Scores 80.1 793 90.2
Fer Sending District's o )
.+ 10th Grade Reading & Math Scores 79.3 8l.9 86:0
_///// SAT - Verbal & Math ' 878 936 97l -
. Applied go 4 yr. Colieé! . .33 . 50% - 63%
' Applied to 2 yr. College . 31% . 17% 158 \,

. . ( ‘
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Table 7

!

J
Rank—Order Cofrelatlons Between Goal Rankings by‘Students Connmmity & Staff
in Sendlng District and the Taree Regional ngh Schools .

~

D
’ “ ‘Sending District's  Reglonal  Regional
- High School © High #2 vf}ﬁgh #3
4
Sending District e .69 SN 62
Sending' District's High - “o.9h .95 ,
r. ) %1
Reglonal Hirh #2 N QY , _ o7
L [ B —_ : ) .
.l bl
A i
Ratios of Referendgg Support (Number Voting ”yes” Divided by Nurber Votlng)
B e Sending Districts¥ ; )
o y t £ ‘ N
4.
Sending District . . Conmunities Sending Conrmnities Send
S - to Regional High #2 - to Reglonal High #3
67 . W17 o .50
RS . .

¥ For nine referenda twofor Peglonal High #2 and seven for Sending District's
High.

s

T T T T T s s T e e - 7
' 1 Table 9 ) . ‘

» -
.

Projected Cost Differeéfes for the Operation of Bending District's High
- School by ing Distriet in Comparisen tg Regional Distridt
AN

T ~ - 7%-?%—
\\__f//’ . | ' | | yﬁ\ 7,
Professional Salaries Using . .
"oy
Regonal's Gulde Sending District's Guide Administrat}on  Transportation
roL ' ’
+$285,000" -$349, ooo : < -$78,000 -$42,000
f SR : ,. * >
1 y I . )
fminu simm (=) constitutes a cavingn under deregionalization.‘
é - ‘ s ' . ’ s 7
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